Recent studies on the Indian genus Actinodaphne revealed that several names need typification. From the available syntypes, we designate lectotypes here for each of the following names: A. bourdillonii, A. campanulata, A. campanualata var. obtusa, A. hookeri, A. hookeri var. glabrata, A. hookeri var. longifolia, A. lawsonii, A. madraspatana, A. salicina and A. tadulingamii. 
Introduction
The genus Actinodaphne Nees, commonly known as ray laurels, is a member of the family Lauraceae, comprising 100 species worldwide (Van der Werff 2001) , and is predominantly found in Southeast Asia and Malaysia. The preferred habitats of these plants are semi-evergreen, evergreen, and shola forests. In India, the genus includes 15 species and a variety (Robi 2014) . During studies towards a monograph of Actinodaphne, the type specimens of all taxa published in the genus have been studied. As a result, lectotypes are designated here for names of seven species and three varieties. Lectotypes are chosen following the principle outlined in Art. 9.2 of the International Code of Nomenclature (McNeill et al. 2012) .
Distribution: South India (Karnataka, Kerala & Tamil Nadu).
Notes: Gamble (1925) cited six collections, viz., T.F. Bourdillon, R.H. Beddome, C.A. Barber, and J.S. Gamble, and these constitute syntypes. Of these, the specimen Bourdillon 504 (K) is selected here as the lectotype, which allows for a more complete comparison with the protologue. The specimen at K comprises a male flowering branch with several leaves. Note: Gamble (1925) based his varietal name on the collection by Bourdillon 543 (K), which is mounted on three sheets all with immature fruits. Since Gamble did not designate a holotype, a lectotype needs to be selected; one specimen (K000778984!), which is more complete than the other two specimens, is selected as the lectotype, and the remaining two are therefore isolectotypes (K000778985! & K000778986!). 
Notes:
As noted in Hooker's treatment, Beddome (1873) misapplied the name A. hookeri Meisn. However, he observed that this species was very common on the hills of the eastern side of the Presidency of Madras (North Arcot and Cuddapah), an area representing many Laurels. He also added that the species was poorly or not represented in the Western Ghats.
In spite of his misapplication of the name A. hookeri, it was Beddome who coined the name A. madraspatana on a herbarium specimen collected from Cuddapah hills in Andhra Pradesh. Later, Hooker (1886) validated the name A. madraspatana. Furthermore, both he and Gamble (1925) cited the locality as Cuddapah hills alone. In the protologue, Hooker cited two collections: R.H. Beddome (259; K000778990!) and R. Wight (2537; K000778991!). The first collection bears the annotation of Hooker, which is selected and designated here as the lectotype.
Meisner erected Actinodaphne hookeri Meisn. var. longifolia based on a collection by Robert Wight from Peninsular India (Wight 2537; K000778991!), which was later synonymised by Hooker (1886) , and he suggested the type, as that of A. madraspatana. In fact, A. hookeri var. longifolia has two type sheets, one at Kew and another in the Paris Herbarium, both syntypes. Since the sheet at K is in good agreement with the protologue, it is here selected as lectotype. Notes: Actinodaphne salicina was originally described by Meisner (1864) from a specimen of Robert Wight from Ceylon. However, the stated locality is incorrect, as is evident from Hooker's statement: "The supposed Ceylon specimens mentioned by Meisner are not so; they have no collector's name nor locality, and are no doubt Peninsular". At NY there is a vegetative specimen (NY00354778) that closely matches the description of A. salicina. We infer from the protologue that its fruits were undescribed. Later, Hooker (1886) described the fruits of it, based on the collections of Gardner (CAL!) from Nilgiris. We designate Robert Wight 41 here as the lectotype of the A. salicina. 
